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I.

INTRODUCTION TO THE SCSU SURVEY AND THIS SURVEY PROJECT

The SCSU Survey is an ongoing survey research extension of St. Cloud State University. The SCSU Survey
performs its research primarily in the form of telephone interviews.
Dr. Stephen Frank began the survey in 1980 conducting several omnibus surveys a year of central Minnesota
adults in conjunction with his Political Science classes. Presently, the omnibus surveys continue, but have shifted
to a primary statewide focus. These statewide surveys are conducted once a year in the fall and focus on
statewide issues such as election races, current events, and other important issues that are present in the state
of Minnesota. During spring semester the Survey conducts an omnibus survey of currently enrolled adults.
The Survey is financed by conducting surveys for government agencies (state and local) and for non-profit
organizations. The SCSU Survey does not conduct surveys for political parties or candidates. Some support is
provided by the SCSU School of Public Affairs and by St. Cloud State University.
The primary mission of the SCSU Survey is to serve the academic community and public and nonprofit sector
community through its commitment to high quality survey research and to provide education and experiential
opportunities to researchers and students. The SCSU Survey strives to assure that all SCSU students and faculty
directors contribute to the research process, as all are essential in making a research project successful. This
success is measured by the Survey’s ability to obtain high quality survey data that is timely, accurate, and
reliable, while maintaining an environment that promotes the professional and personal growth of each staff
member. The survey procedures used by the SCSU Survey adhere to the highest quality academic standards.
The SCSU Survey maintains the highest ethical standards in its procedures and methods. Both faculty and
student directors demonstrate integrity and respect for dignity in all interactions with colleagues, clients,
researchers, and survey participants.
II.

SURVEY PERSONNEL

The Survey’s faculty directors are Dr. Steve Frank (SCSU Professor of Political Science), Dr. James Cottrill
(Assistant Professor of Political Science), Dr. Ann Finan (Associate Professor of Sociology), Dr. Monica GarciaPerez (SCSU Assistant Professor of Economics), Dr. John Kulas (SCSU Associate Professor of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology), Dr. Steven Wagner (SCSU Professor of Political Science), and Dr. Sandrine Zerbib
(SCSU Associate Professor of Sociology). The faculty directors subscribe to the Midwest Association of Public
Opinion Research (M.A.P.O.R.) and the American Association of Public Opinion Research (A.A.P.O.R.) code of
ethics.
Stephen I. Frank
Dr. Frank holds a Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science from Washington State University. Dr. Frank teaches
courses in American Politics, Public Opinion and Research Methods at St. Cloud State University. Dr. Frank
started the SCSU Survey in 1980, and since has played a major role in the development, administration and
analysis of over 150 telephone surveys for local and state governments, school districts and a variety of
nonprofit agencies. Dr. Frank has completed extensive postgraduate work in survey research at the University
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of Michigan. Dr. Frank coauthored with Dr. Wagner and published by Harcourt College, “We Shocked the
World!” A Case Study of Jesse Ventura’s Election as Governor of Minnesota. Revised Edition. He also published
two academic book chapters: one appears in the current edition of Perspectives on Minnesota Government and
Politics and the other, co-authored with Dr. Wagner, is contained in Campaigns and Elections, edited by Robert
Watson and Colton Campbell. Dr. Frank is past chairperson of the SCSU Department of Political Science and
served as President of the Minnesota Political Science Association. At its 2010 Annual meeting, the Minnesota
Political Science Association named Dr. Frank as its first Distinguished Professor of Political Science.
James B. Cottrill
Dr. James B. Cottrill is Assistant Professor of Political Science at St. Cloud State University, teaching courses and
conducting research on American political institutions and processes. Dr. Cottrill earned his Ph.D. in Political
Science from Texas A&M University. His research agenda is focused primarily on electoral competition in
congressional races, with particular emphasis on the impact of redistricting reform on competition and
representation. Dr. Cottrill’s research has been published in Polity, Justice System Journal, and Election Law
Journal, and his expertise on American politics has been cited by numerous news outlets, including the
Associated Press, the McClatchy-Tribune News Service, NBC Bay Area, CBS Radio, the San Francisco Chronicle,
and the San Jose Mercury News. Before joining the political science department at St. Cloud State, Dr. Cottrill
taught courses at Santa Clara University, Foothill College, and Texas A&M University.
Ann Finan
Dr. Finan holds a Ph.D. in Sociology and Sustainable Agriculture from Iowa State University, and a M.S. from the
University of Michigan in Resource Ecology and Management. Dr. Finan is an environmental sociologist,
specializing in sustainable agriculture and food systems, community, and social inequality. She also studies
immigrants and immigration in relation to community and food systems. Her current research focuses on the
sustainable food and agriculture movement and on immigrants and immigration in non-metro Minnesota. She
teaches Environmental Sociology, Social Inequality, Environmental Justice, Community Sociology, Sustainable
Food and Agriculture Systems and the Sociology of Responsibility.
Monica García-Pérez
Professor Monica García-Pérez joined SCSU in 2009. Professor García-Pérez completed her PhD in Economics
at the University of Maryland, College Park. She also studied at University College London where she was
awarded a MSc. in Economics. Previously, she was employed as a researcher at the U.S. Census Bureau where
she managed long micro databases and several surveys on population demographics and industries. Her
research interests include the economics of immigration, minority group income differences, entrepreneurship
rates among these groups, self-employment, health economics, and, overall, all topics related to empirical
microeconomics. Among the specialized classes she teaches, she enjoys teaching labor economics,
econometrics, economics of immigration, and health economics. Additionally, she has also worked on topics
related to development and growth in developing countries. She has published in American Economic Review
P&P, Theoretical Economic Letters, and Demography.
Amanda Hemmesch Breaker
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Amanda Hemmesch Breaker is an Assistant Professor of Developmental Psychology at Saint Cloud State University. Dr.
Hemmesch earned her Ph.D. in Lifespan Social-Developmental Psychology from Brandeis University. After graduate
school, she worked as a cognitive epidemiologist studying older adult caregivers at Boston University’s School of Public
Health. Dr. Hemmesch’s research focuses on how health and psychosocial factors, especially social relationships, influence
development and well-being throughout adolescence and adulthood. Her current research examines factors that
contribute to quality of life in aging, facial paralysis, and disability. She has published in Psychology & Aging, and Stigma
& Health.

John Kulas
John Kulas is Professor of Industrial and Organizational Psychology at Saint Cloud State University. His applied
background includes current and past appointments as a test publisher, an internal HR practitioner, and an
external organizational consultant (focusing primarily on topics of personnel selection and performance
assessment). He has authored over 20 conference and journal articles, dealing with issues of measurement in
organizational settings. His works can be found in sources such as the Journal of Psychology, Organizational
Research Methods, Journal of Applied Measurement, Journal of Business and Psychology, Social Justice Research,
and Journal of Research in Personality. He has received research awards from the Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology and the American Psychological Society.
Nadeesha Lihinikedu Arachchige
Steven C. Wagner
Dr. Wagner holds a Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science and a Master of Public Administration from
Northern Illinois University. Dr. Wagner earned his Bachelor of Science in Political Science from Illinois State
University. Dr. Wagner teaches courses in American Politics and Public and Nonprofit Management at St. Cloud
State University. Dr. Wagner joined the SCSU Survey in 1997. Before coming to SCSU, Dr. Wagner taught in
Kansas where he engaged in community-based survey research and before that was staff researcher for the U.S.
General Accounting Office. Dr. Wagner has written many papers on taxation and state politics, and has
published articles on voting behavior, federal funding of local services and organizational decision making. Dr.
Wagner, with Dr. Frank, published two texts on Jesse Ventura’s election as Minnesota’s Governor and a book
chapter on the campaign. Dr. Wagner is immediate past chairperson of the SCSU Department of Political
Science.
Sandrine Zerbib
Dr. Zerbib holds a Doctor of Philosophy in Sociology from the University of California Irvine and a Masters in
Sociology from both California State University-Fullerton and University of Paris 10-Nanterre (France). Dr.
Zerbib’s ongoing research focuses on issues of immigration, sexuality and citizenship. Dr. Zerbib’s current
research analyzes the effect of domestic partnership laws on gay bi-national couples living in France. She is also
currently collaborating with Dr. Finan on research with immigrant women farmers or gardeners with a particular
focus on gender relations and food systems. She teaches courses in Research Methods, Sociology of Gender,
Immigration and Citizenship, and Advanced Research Methods. Her past research on belly dance and body
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images can be found in sources such as the Journal of Gender Studies and Research in Social Movements,
Conflicts and Change series.
III.

CALL CENTER SUPERVISORS AND INTERVIEWERS

Lead Student Directors
Ms. Megan Kalk, 4th Year Student, Sociology and International Relations Majors, Onamia, Minnesota.
Ms. Karen Stay, Graduate Student, Cold Spring, Minnesota
Assistant Lead Director
Ms. Josefina Abdullah, 3rd year Student, Sociology Major, Kuala Lumper, Malaysia.
Student Directors
Mr. Landry Kabore, 3rd year Student, Polictical Science and International Relations Majors, Ouagadougou,
Burkina Faso.
Mr. Mike Grewatz, 4th year Student, Sociology Major, Duluth, Minnesota.
Ms. Oluwatobi Oluwagbemi, 3rd year Student, International Relations and Women Studies, Ilorin, Nigeria.
Student Technical Consultant
Ms. Irina Nishat 3rd year Student, Management Information Systems Major, St Cloud, Minnesota.

IV.

METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The Fall 2015 St. Cloud State University Survey findings are based on telephone interviews with a representative
sample of 623 (weighted) adults in Minnesota. The sample included both landline phones and cell phones.
Interviews were conducted from October 12 to October 22, 2015 at the St. Cloud State University Survey Lab.
The sample was obtained from Survey Sampling International (SSI) of Fairfield, Connecticut.
Sample Design
The sample was designed to represent all adults (age 18 and older) with a landline or cell phone in Minnesota.
The final sample consists of one land line sample and two cell samples. Interviewing began using the landline
sample and one cell sample. As available cell telephone numbers ran out, a new smaller sample were ordered
and added to the original cell sample. Samples were compared for duplicates; none was found.
The landline telephone numbers were drawn using standard list-assisted random digit dialing (RDD)
methodology. Random digit dialing guarantees coverage of every assigned phone number regardless of whether
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numbers are directory listed, purposely unlisted, or too new to be listed. The numbers were generated from
active blocks, proportionally to the number of landline telephone households by county.
Using the RDD database of active 100-blocks of telephone numbers (area code + exchange + two-digit block
number) that contain three or more residential directory listings, selections were made in proportion to the
block count of listed telephone households. After selection two more random digits were added to complete
the number. Completed numbers were then compared against business directories, and listed business
numbers were purged.
The original landline sample was comprised of 2,884 phone numbers after the initial numbers (6,500) were
drawn and reviewed for nonworking numbers. All sample landline numbers were released to the interviewers.
The cell phone samples were used to complete the interviewing. As available cell telephone numbers ran out,
a new smaller sample were ordered and added to the original cell sample. The cell phone numbers were drawn
from the most recent Telcordia TPM master file of NPA-NXX and Block-ID records for the North American
Number Plan. All records from NPA-NXX and 1000 blocks that indicated a cell phone service were included in
the wireless sampling frame. New exchanges were included, as were shared blocks. SSI was able to draw the
sample to select cell phones that have been active in the past month.
Each exchange and 1000-block in the frame was expanded down to the 100-block level. Shared 100-blocks were
then compared to the RDD database, so that the 100-blocks with no listed numbers were left in the wireless
sample, while the 100-blocks containing listed numbers on the RDD frame were removed from the wireless
sample. This resulted in a wireless frame of 100-blocks that had no overlap with the list-assisted RDD sample
described above. Two more random digits were then added to complete the number.
The original wireless sample consisted of 4,150 numbers divided into three segments ranging from numbers
active in the past month 2,526, active in the past but not in the past 1-10 months (511) and never seen activity
or no activity 10+ months (1,113). The latter two sets are defined and coded as inactive and not released to
interviewers.
The additional cell sample consisted of 1,800 numbers but only 1,091 were recently active, 219 were active but
not in the past 1-10 months and 490 had never seen activity or not active in 10+ months. Only recently active
(2,526+ 1,091) numbers were released to the interviewers.
The phone numbers are organized into mini-samples of about 200 numbers called replicates. Replicates were
released to the interviewers on an as-needed basis. The completed sample consists of 623 interviews. Of the
623 interviews, 277 are landlines and 346 are cell phone numbers. In samples of 623 interviews, the error due
to sampling and other random effects is approximately plus/minus 4.0 percent at the 95 percent confidence
level. This means that if one were to have drawn 20 samples of the adult Minnesota population and
administered the same instrument, it would be expected that the percentages in the sample findings would
differ from the true population percentages by more than 4.0 percent only one time in twenty.
Student Callers
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After training and screening, approximately 126 students from Professor Sandrine Zerbib’s Sociology 303 –
Research Methods and Sociology 304 – Social Statistics, Professor Steve Frank’s Political Science 201 – Political
Science Research Methods, Dr. Jim Cottrill’s Political Science 111-American National Government classes
completed the calling. Faculty directors and student directors monitored the interviewing. Student directors
conducted both general training sessions and one-on-one training sessions, as well as monitoring all
interviewing.
Contact Procedures
Several steps were taken to ensure that the telephone sample of adults in the state was representative of the
larger adult state population. Interviewers for landline numbers alternately asked to speak with men and
women, and oldest and youngest person (age at least 18 years old) at the households that were called. This
systematic respondent selection technique has been shown to produce samples that closely mirror the
population in terms of age and gender. For cell phone numbers, the interview was completed with the person
of initial contact, provided the contact person was at least 18 years of age and a Minnesota resident.
Phone numbers with no initial contact were called up to 4-7 times over different days of the week (between
October 12 and October 22) and times to increase the possibility of contact. Cell phones were called up to 5
times. In addition, appointments were made as necessary to interview the designated respondent at his/her
convenience. Most calling was completed weekdays between 4:30 pm to 9:30 pm to maximize contacts and
ensure equal opportunities to respond among various respondent demographic groups. Calling on Saturday,
October 17 was completed between 9:30 AM- 2:30PM, and calling on Sunday, October 18 was completed
between 4-9 pm. Attempts to convert initial refusals commenced during the second week of calling and
continued until the conclusion of the survey. The final two nights of interviewing were almost exclusively
devoted to contacting hard to reach respondents as well as finalizing unusable numbers.
Technology
The SCSU Survey operates a Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) Lab on the St. Cloud State
University campus. The CATI Lab is equipped with 19 interviewer stations; each includes a computer, a phone,
and a headset. In addition to the interviewer stations, there is the Supervisor Station, which is used to monitor
the survey while it is in progress. The SCSU Survey has its own server designated solely for the use of the SCSU
Survey.
The SCSU Survey is licensed to use Sawtooth Software’s Sensus 6.0, a state-of-the-art windows-based computerassisted interviewing package. This program allows us to develop virtually any type of questionnaire while at
the same time programming edit and consistency checks and other quality control measures to ensure the most
valid data.
All interview stations are networked for complete, ongoing sample management. Sawtooth Software’s Sensus
allows immediate data updating, ensuring maximum data integrity and allowing clients to get progress reports
anytime. The Survey directors are able the review data for quality and consistency. Question answers are
entered directly into the computer, thus keypunching is eliminated, which decreases human error and facilitates
immediate data analysis. The calling system is programmed to store call record keeping automatically, allowing
interviewers and supervisors to focus on the interviewing task. Callbacks are programmed through the computer
network and made on a schedule.
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Sample Error
The margin of sampling error for the complete set of weighted data is ±4 percent (at the 95 percent confidence
level—double checking). In all sample surveys there are other possible sources of error for which precise
estimates cannot be calculated. These include interviewer and coder error, respondent misinterpretation, and
analysis errors. When analysis is made of sub-samples such as respondent gender, the sample error may be
larger.
Sample Weighting
Weighting is generally used in survey analysis to compensate for patterns of nonresponse that might bias
results. The parameters were determined from the 2014 US Census data. Only minor weighting was done on
two variables (age and gender).
Weighting was accomplished using statistical raking, an iterative sample weighting technique that balances the
distributions of variables. The use of these weights in statistical analysis approximates the demographic
characteristics of the sample with the demographic characteristics of the Minnesota population. All statistics
reported are weighted by age and education.
Dispositions
The table below shows the disposition of all calls made to complete the interviewing. Listed is the final
disposition.
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Sample Disposition Table
Landline

Original
Cell

Total Numbers Dialed

2,884

2,528

1,091

6,503

Completed Interviews

277

272

74

623

12

11

0

33

415

550

127

1,092

Callbacks

22

19

15

56

Hearing or Language Barrier

22

17

16

55

Answering Machine

796

870

528

2,194

Sick or Out of Town

17

7

2

26

Total Non-Contacts

1,272

1,463

688

3,423

No Answer, Immediate Hang-up

479

116

88

683

Busy or Call Blocking

235

145

77

457

Total Unknown Eligibility

714

261

165

1,140

2,596

2,275

982

5,853

246

154

37

437

Fax or Modem

9

0

0

9

Not Working

8

4

4

16

17

104

33

154

Screen-outs (not 18 years age)

9

38

6

53

Too many attempts

1

40

0

41

290

340

80

710

12.18%

13.55%

7.98%

11.94%

39.35%

32.65%

36.82%

35.94%

Dispositions

Partial Interviews

Added
Cell

Total

Non-Contacts
Refusals and Never Calls

Unknown Eligibility

90% Assumed Eligible
Not Eligible
Business or Government

Not Mn. resident

Total Not Eligible
AAPOR Response Rate #3

Determined by dividing the total of completions
by the sum of completions, partials, refusals,
other non-contacts, and other eligible
households.

AAPOR Cooperation Rate #3

Determined by dividing the total of completions
by the sum of the completions, partials, and
refusals/never calls.
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Demographics
Missing observations due to nonresponse are removed from the tables or adjusted due to rounding.

It is important that we interview a man in some households and a woman in others so that
the results will truly representative of the whole population.
(Interviewers rotated between oldest male, youngest male, oldest female, youngest female
for landline respondents; interviewers inquired of respondents gender for cell lines)
Gender
Frequency
Percent
Male
306
49
Female
317
51
TOTAL
623
100.0

What was the last grade or year in school you completed?
Frequency
Percent
Less than 12 years
33
5
High school graduate
122
20
Some college
164
26
Bachelor’s degree
206
33
Graduate experience
92
16
TOTAL
618
100

Finally, would you please tell me the range which best represents the total yearly
income, before taxes, of all immediate family living in your household
Income Categories
Frequency
Percent
Under $15,000
35
6
$15,000 up to $24,999
39
6
$25,000 up to $34,999
38
6
$35,000 up to $49,999
67
11
$50,000 up to $74,999
83
13
$75,000 up to $99,999
83
13
$100,000 or more
175
29
DON'T KNOW
37
6
REFUSED
TOTAL

65
621

10
100
11

C: (Pre-Question Section)
C: Fall 2015 Statewide Survey ----- Draft 10.02.2105
Q: HELLO ----------------------------------------------------------Hello, my name is ______________ (YOUR NAME)
at St. Cloud State University. I am calling from our survey
research center in St. Cloud. We are conducting a study of
Minnesota residents about their views relating to environmental,
political and social issues facing the state. We are not asking
for contributions or trying to sell you anything. Your telephone
number was drawn by a computer in a random sample of the state.
[HIT ANY KEY TO CONTINUE]
Q: HELLO1 -------------------------------------------Is this a residential landline phone, within the state of Minnesota?
[IF NO] Is this your personal cell phone in Minnesota, not a business phone?
[IF NOT PERSONAL CELL PHONE OR NOT IN MN, TERMINATE WITH, E.G.;]
I'm sorry I have the wrong place. [END CALL WITH CTRL-END]
1. YES, IT IS A RESIDENTIAL LANDLINE PHONE IN MINNESOTA
2. NO, IT IS A PERSONAL CELL PHONE
Q: GENDER --------------------------------------c: Only ask this for landline surveys
It is important that we interview a man in some households and a woman
in others so that the results will truly represent all the people in
the state. According to the method used by our university, I need to
interview the _________________________.
May I speak with that person?
[ROTATE WITH EVERY INTERVIEW-KEEP TRACK ON SHEET BY YOUR COMPUTER]
[IF DESIGNATED SEX DOESN'T LIVE IN HOUSEHOLD
ASK FOR OPPOSITE SEX - 18 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER]
1. oldest male 18 years of age or older who lives in your household
2. youngest male 18 years of age or older who lives in your household
3. oldest female 18 years of age or older who lives in your household
4. youngest female 18 years of age or older who lives in your household

[IF SELECTED PERSON NOT AVAILABLE]
When may I call back to reach him/her?
So that I will know who to ask for, what is his/her first name?
Q: HELLO2B
c: Only ask this for cell phone surveys
Is this a personal cell phone that is not a business phone?
[IF NOT A PERSONAL CELL PHONE] Is this a residential landline phone?
[IF BUSINESS PHONE, TERMINATE WITH, E.G.;]
I'm sorry I have a wrong number. [END CALL WITH CTRL-END]
For the purposes of this survey, I need to ask if you are male or female?
1. MALE, PERSONAL CELL PHONE

2. FEMALE, PERSONAL CELL PHONE
3. MALE, RESIDENTIAL LANDLINE PHONE
4. FEMALE, RESIDENTIAL LANDLINE PHONE
Q: HELLO2C
c: Only ask this for landline surveys
Are you age 18 or older and a resident of Minnesota?
[IF YES TO BOTH, PRESS ANY KEY TO CONTINUE]
[IF TOO YOUNG OR NOT A RESIDENT, END CALL BY SAYING]
I'm sorry I have a wrong number.
[THEN END CALL WITH CTRL-END]
Q: DRIVING --------------------------------------C: Only ask this for cell phone surveys
It is important that we interview you when you are not driving or in
a situation where you would be distracted by events around you. Are you
in a safe situation to answer our questions?
[IF YES-START INTERVIEW]
Before we begin the 6-10 minute survey, please note that I
am happy to answer any questions about the study either now or
later. This interview is completely voluntary, so if we come
to any question that you don't want to answer, just let me know and
we'll go on to the next question. [PRESS ANY KEY TO CONTINUE]
[IF THIS IS NOT A GOOD TIME FOR INTERVIEW]
When may I call back to interview you?
Q: ETHICS ---------------------------C: Only for landline survey
[IF THIS IS THE SELECTED PERSON, START INTERVIEW]
[OR WHEN SELECTED PERSON ANSWERS, REPEAT INTRO]
Before we begin the 6-10 minute survey, please note that I
am happy to answer any questions about the study either now or
later. This interview is completely voluntary, so if we come
to any question that you don't want to answer, just let me know and
we'll go on to the next question.
Q: Q1DIRMN --------------------------------------Let's begin by asking a general question about Minnesota.
Do you think things in the state are generally going in the
right direction, or do you feel things have gotten off on
the wrong track?
1. RIGHT DIRECTION
2. NEUTRAL - [VOLUNTEERED]
3. WRONG TRACK
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED

Q: CLIMCHAN1
How important is it for Minnesota to take action
to prepare for the effects of a changing climate?
[READ OPTIONS 1-4]

1. Very Important
2. Somewhat Important
3. Somewhat Unimportant
4. Very Unimportant
5. NEUTRAL [VOLUNTEERED]
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: CLIMCHAN2
Which of the following three statements do you
personally believe?
[READ OPTIONS 1-3, 1 REPOSONSE ALLOWED]
1. Climate change is happening now, caused mainly by human activities.
2. Climate change is happening now, but caused mainly by natural forces.
3. Climate change is NOT happening now.
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Answer:

Q: POSORNEG ------------------------Thank you. Now I have several questions about immigrants
in the United States, both those who are documented and undocumented. Which of the following do
you most agree with? [READ ANSWERS 1-4 ONLY]
1. Immigrants have a very positive effect on the United States.
2. Immigrants have a somewhat positive effect on the United States.

3. Immigrants have a somewhat negative effect on the United States.
4. Immigrants have a strong negative effect on the United States.
5. NEUTRAL [VOLUNTEERED]
6. NO OPINION [VOLUNTEERED]
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED

Q: IMMIG2A ----------------------Do you support Minnesota welcoming Mexican immigrants? [DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1. YES - SUPPORT 2. NO - OPPOSE 3. MAYBE
8. DON'T KNOW 9. REFUSED

Q: IMMIG2B ----------------------Do you support Minnesota welcoming Somali immigrants? [DO NOT READ REPONSES]

Q:STAYLEGAL ----------------------In terms of undocumented immigration in the United States, which of the following would you like to see
happen? You can choose more than 1.
READ 1-5, CHECK ALL THAT APPLY
1. Stronger U.S. presence along border
2. Build a wall along the U.S.-Mexico border
3. Build a wall along the U.S. – Canada border
4. Harsher punishment for those who enter without documentation
5. Punish those who hire undocumented immigrants
6. NONE OF THE ABOVE [VOLUNTEERED]
7. DON’T KNOW REFUSED
Q:CHILDCITZ ----------------------"Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following statement? ‘Children born in
the United States to undocumented parents should continue to gain citizenship.
1. strongly agree
2. agree
3. disagree
4. strongly disagree
Q: IMMIGMN ----------------------

In your view, do you think any of the following groups of immigrants would negatively effect Minnesota?
1. Refugees from countries like Thailand
2. Refugees from countries like Somalia
3. Immigrants from countries like Mexico
4. Immigrants from countries like India
5. Immigrants from countries like South Africa
6. NONE OF THE ABOVE [VOLUNTEERED]
7. DON’T KNOW
8. REFUSED

Q: IMMIGKNO----------------------How much, if anything, have you heard about large numbers of migrants fleeing violence in Syria and other
countries and entering Europe? Have you heard [READ IN ORDER]
1.
2.
3.
4.

A lot
A little
Nothing at all
Don’t know/refused (volunteered)

Q: IMMIGSUPT -----------------------

Do you support Minnesota welcoming Syrian refugees? [DO NOT READ REPONSES]

1. YES - SUPPORT
2. NO - OPPOSE

3. MAYBE
8. DON'T KNOW

9. REFUSED

Q: POLICE
Thank you, I have a few questions about social issues and policies.
How would you describe your feelings about the police in your community? Would you say they make you
feel mostly safe or mostly anxious?
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1. MOSTLY SAFE
2. MOSTLY ANXIOUS
3. NEITHER
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED

Q: EQUALITY
Please tell me which of the following statements comes closer to your own views, even if neither is exactly
right:
[READ RESPONSES 1 AND 2]
1. Our country has made the changes needed to give blacks equal rights with whites
2. Our country needs to continue making changes to give blacks equal rights with whites.
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: DIS1:

Now I have a few questions about disabilities.

Do you or someone you know well have a disability or chronic health condition?
1. No
2. Yes
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED

Q: DIS2
How familiar are you with the Americans with Disability Act?
1. Not at all familiar
2. Somewhat family
2. Very familiar
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED
[IF Q: DIS2 ANSWER NOT AT ALL, DON’T KNOW, OR REFUSED, SKIP TO Q: PARTY 1]
Q: DIS3
How much do you think the Americans with Disabilities Act has improved accessibility for individuals with
disability?
1. Great deal
2. Fair amount
3. Only a little
4. Not at all
5. Neutral – [VOLUNTEERED]
8. DON’T KNOW

9. REFUSED
Q: DIS4
How much do you think the Americans with Disabilities Act has reduced discrimination against individuals with
disability?
1. Great deal
2. Fair amount
3. Neutral – [VOLUNTEERED]
4. Only a little
5. Not at all
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: PARTY1
Do you usually consider yourself to be a Democrat, Republican,
Libertarian party member, Green party member, Minnesota
Independence party member, Tea Party, another party, or are you
an independent who is not a member of any party?
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1. DEMOCRAT
2. REPUBLICAN
3. LIBERTARIAN
4. GREEN
5. MN INDEPENDENCE PARTY
6. TEA PARTY
7. OTHER PARTY
8. INDEPENDENT, NOT A MEMBER OF ANY PARTY
9. NOT POLITICAL [VOLUNTEERED]
10. DON'T KNOW
11. REFUSED
Q: PARTY2
Although you are an independent, do you usually consider yourself
to be closer to the Republicans, Democrats, the Libertarian Party,
the Green Party, the Tea Party, or the Minnesota Independence Party?
1. REPUBLICAN
2. DEMOCRAT
3. LIBERTARIAN
4. GREEN
5. TEA PARTY
6. MN INDEPENDENCE PARTY
7. NOT CLOSE TO ANY PARTY [VOLUNTEERED]
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: GOP_PRES
If the Republican primary election were held today, which of the candidates would you support as your
party’s nominee for president?
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1. Donald Trump
2. Ben Carson

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Carly Fiorina
Marco Rubio
Jeb Bush
Ted Cruz
John Kasich
Chris Christie
Mike Huckabee
Rand Paul
Rick Santorum
Scott Walker
George Pataki
Bobby Jindal
Lindsey Graham
Other
Don’t plan to vote
Don’t Know / No Opinion

Q: DEM_PRES
If the Democratic primary election were held today, which of the candidates would you support as your
party’s nominee for president?
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Hillary Clinton
Bernie Sanders
Joe Biden
Jim Webb
Martin O’Malley
Lincoln Chafee
Other
Don’t plan to vote
Don’t Know / No Opinion

Q: RATEOBAMA
Is your overall opinion of Barack Obama very favorable, mostly favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very
unfavorable?
1. VERY FAVORABLE
2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE
3. MOSTLY FAVORABLE
4. VERY UNFAVORABLE
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: Mark Dayton ----------Is your overall opinion of Mark Dayton very favorable, mostly favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very
unfavorable?
1. VERY FAVORABLE
2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE
3. MOSTLY FAVORABLE
4. VERY UNFAVORABLE
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: FRANKEN ----------Is your overall opinion of Al Franken very favorable, mostly favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very
unfavorable?
1. VERY FAVORABLE

2.
3.
4.
8.
9.

MOSTLY FAVORABLE
MOSTLY FAVORABLE
VERY UNFAVORABLE
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

Q: THER4
Is your overall opinion of Amy Klobuchar very favorable, mostly favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very
unfavorable?
1. VERY FAVORABLE
2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE
3. MOSTLY FAVORABLE
4. VERY UNFAVORABLE
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED

Q: TRUMP
Is your overall opinion of Donald Trump very favorable, mostly favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very
unfavorable?
1. VERY FAVORABLE
2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE
3. MOSTLY FAVORABLE
4. VERY UNFAVORABLE
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: JOBOBAMA
Now we have a few questions on the performance of some political leaders currently in office.
How would you rate the overall performance of Barack Obama as President? Would you rate his
performance as excellent, pretty good, only fair or poor?
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1. EXCELLENT
2. PRETTY GOOD
3. ONLY FAIR
4. POOR
8. DON’T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: DAYTON --------------------------------------How about Mark Dayton?
1. EXCELLENT
2. PRETTY GOOD
3. ONLY FAIR
4. POOR
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: FRANKEN --------------------------------------How about Al Franken?
1. EXCELLENT
2. PRETTY GOOD
3. ONLY FAIR

4. POOR
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: KLOBUCHAR --------------------------------------How about Amy Klobuchar?
1. EXCELLENT
2. PRETTY GOOD
3. ONLY FAIR
4. POOR
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: AGE ----------Thank you. The following questions are primarily for statistical
analysis and to help us determine if we are getting a random sample.
You don't have to answer all the questions but it will help us if you do.
What was your age at your last birthday?
888. DON'T KNOW
999. REFUSED
Were you born outside of the United States or US territories?
1. Yes
2. No
3. Refused

Were one or both of your parents born outside of the United States or US territories?
1. Yes
2. No
3. Refused
Q: EDUC ---------------------------------------------------What was the last grade or year in school you completed?
[DO NOT READ CATEGORIES]
1. LESS THAN 12 YEARS
2. 12 YEARS/HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE
3. POST HIGH-NO COLL-[example Tech College/Beauty School]
4. 13-15 YEARS (SOME COLLEGE)
5. BACHELOR DEGREE/COLLEGE GRAD
6. SOME GRAD EDUCATION
7. COMPLETED GRAD PROG
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED

What religion, if any, do you affiliate with?
[READ RESPONSES 1-5, EXCLUDING BRACKETED INFORMATION WHICH MAY BE OFFERED AS A PROBE IF
NEEDED]
1.
2.

Roman Catholic
Evangelical Protestant

3.
4.
5.
8.

Other Protestant [e.g., LUTHERAN, METHODIST, EPISCOPALIAN]
Other religion [e.g., MUSLIM, BUDDHIST, HINDU]
Unaffiliated or non-religious [e.g., ATHIEST, AGNOSTIC]
DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED

Q: INCOME --------------------------------------------------Finally, would you please tell me the range which best represents
the total yearly income, before taxes, of all immediate family living
in your household? [READ LIST UNTIL STOPPED-IF NECESSARY]
1. under $15,000
2. $15,000 up to $24,999
3. $25,000 up to $34,999
4. $35,000 up to $49,999
5. $50,000 up to $74,999
6. $75,000 up to $99,999
7. $100,000 or more
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED
Q: THANKS0 ----------Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.
You have been very helpful. If you would like to see the results
of this survey please contact the SCSU Survey Lab at St. Cloud
State University. Would you like the number or website?
(IF YES IT IS 320-308-3980 or WEBSITE: www.stcloudstate.edu/scsusurvey).
Good-bye!
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St. Cloud State University Survey Fall 2015 Annual Statewide Survey:
Americans with Disabilities Act Report
Introduction
This report was prepared by Amanda Hemmesch Breaker, PhD. Dr. Hemmesch Breaker is an
Assistant Professor of Psychology at St. Cloud State University. Her primary research focuses on
aging, disability/chronic conditions, and social relationships. Questions or requests for more
information can be sent to her by email (arhemmesch@stcloudstate.edu) or telephone
(320.308.3215).
The St. Cloud State University Survey Center uses telephone-based and other survey methods.
Each year, the SCSU Survey conducts a telephone survey of adult Minnesotans about their
perspectives on relevant political and social issues. Among other issues, this year we asked
respondents about the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, which celebrated its 25th year as
law in 2015. These questions helped us to capture more information about disability within the
state and to gauge how successful Minnesotans perceive the ADA legislation to be.
One of the only other large-scale, representative surveys of disability was conducted by Pew
Internet Research in 2010 as part of their Health Tracking study. The Pew survey defined
disability as any condition that interferes with daily living, including those that affect mobility,
thinking, hearing, seeing, or self-care tasks like dressing, and found that about 27% of
individuals reported a disability (Fox, 2011; http://www.pewinternet.org/2011/01/21/americansliving-with-disability-and-their-technology-profile/). The Fall 2015 SCSU Statewide Survey
study left the definition of disability open so that participants could use their personal definitions
and experience to guide their responses.
Brief methods and sampling error (from Finan, 2015)
The Fall 2015 SCSU Statewide Survey findings are based on telephone interviews with a
representative sample of 623 (weighted) adults in Minnesota. The sample included both landline
phones and cell phones. Interviews were conducted from October 12 to October 22, 2015 at the
St. Cloud State University Survey Lab. The sample was obtained from Survey Sampling
International (SSI) of Fairfield, Connecticut. The margin of sampling error for the complete set
of weighted data is ±4 percent (at the 95 percent confidence level). The margin of error for subsamples, such as party affiliation, is higher due to smaller sample sizes.
This is a brief summary of the methods used in the SCSU Fall Survey. For a more complete
information about the survey methods, survey questionnaire, and related reports, please consult
the materials available on the St. Cloud State Survey website,
www.stcloudstate.edu/scsusurvey.
Highlights
• Approximately two-thirds Minnesotans (68%) know someone well who has a disability
or chronic health condition.

•
•
•
•

Approximately two-thirds of Minnesotans (65%) are at least somewhat familiar with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
Many Minnesotans believe that the ADA has been successful at improving accessibility
(76%) and at reducing discrimination for individuals with disabilities (64%).
Younger Minnesotans were less likely to know someone with a disability and were less
likely to believe that the ADA has improved accessibility and reduced discrimination
than middle age or older Minnesotans.
Outstate Minnesotans were more likely to know someone with a disability than
metropolitan residents, but metropolitan residents were more likely to be familiar with
the ADA. Metropolitan residents were also more optimistic about the impact of the
ADA than outstate residents.

Findings: Knowing someone with a disability in Minnesota
Almost 7 of 10 adult Minnesotans surveyed (68%) know someone well who has a disability or
chronic health condition. This is consistent with national data suggesting that disability is
relatively common, affecting up to 27% of the population depending on how it is defined
(Susannah Fox/Pew Internet, 2011). What the Fall 2015 Minnesota Statewide Survey shows is
that experience with disability is common. Individuals with disabilities are integrated into
familial and social communities so that over two-thirds of Minnesotans have either personal or
close experience with disability.

Findings: Familiarity with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and its perceived
impact
About 65% of Minnesotans are somewhat or very familiar with the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA), which was originally passed into federal law in 1990. Given that the law celebrated
its 25th anniversary in 2015, it is interesting that 35% of Minnesotans are not at all familiar with
the ADA.

The majority of Minnesotans who are familiar with the ADA (76%) believe that the ADA has
improved accessibility a fair amount or a great deal for individuals with disabilities. A smaller,
but still substantial (64%), portion of Minnesotans who are familiar with the ADA believe that
it has reduced discrimination a fair amount or great deal for individuals with disabilities.

Findings: Familiarity with the ADA for those who do and do not know individuals with
disabilities
Approximately 68% of Minnesotans who know someone well with a disability were somewhat
or very familiar with the ADA. Similarly, about 60% of Minnesotans who do not know
someone with a disability were also somewhat or very familiar with the ADA.

Minnesotans who know someone with a disability are slightly less likely to believe that the
ADA has improved accessibility for individuals with disabilities a fair amount or great deal
(73%), compared to those who do not know someone with a disability (82%).

Minnesotans who know someone with a disability (63%) were similarly likely to believe that
the ADA has reduced discrimination for individuals with disabilities (65%) than those who do
not know someone with a disability.
Findings: Age differences in familiarity with the ADA
The Fall 2015 Statewide Survey was designed to survey respondents who represented the
population of Minnesota across many different demographic factors, including age. Of the 622
participants included in the analyses for this report, 236 (38% of the sample) were younger
adults (ages 18-39), 283 (45% of the sample) were middle aged adults (ages 40-64), and 103
(17% of the sample) were older adults (ages 65 and older).

The likelihood of having a disability or knowing someone well who has a disability increased
significantly with age: 63% of younger adults, 69% of middle aged adults, and 78% of older
adults reported having or knowing someone with a disability.

There were also age differences in familiarity with the ADA. Middle aged adults were most
likely to be familiar with the ADA. Approximately 55% of younger adults were somewhat or
very familiar with the ADA, compared to 75% of middle aged adults and 61% of older adults.

Looking at Minnesotans who were at least somewhat familiar with the ADA, middle aged and
older adults tended to be more optimistic than younger adults about the ADA’s ability to
improve accessibility and reduce discrimination over the past 25 years.

Findings: Educational differences in familiarity with the ADA
The Fall 2015 Statewide Survey was also designed to represent the educational attainment of
Minnesotans. Of the 621 participants who answered a question about their highest level of
education, 33 (5% of the sample) had completed less than a high school education, 122 (20%)
graduated from high school, 32 (5%) had attended a post-secondary program of some type
(e.g., technical program or beauty school), 132 (21%) completed some college, 206 (33%) had
a bachelor’s degree, 23 (4%) had completed some graduate education, and 69 (11%) completed
a graduate program; 4 participants (1%) did not know how to best answer that question.
The likelihood of having a disability or knowing someone well who has a disability did not
vary with education. However, familiarity with the ADA and its perceived impact did vary with
education level.

Generally speaking, Minnesotans with more education were more likely to be somewhat or
very familiar with the ADA.

Of the Minnesotans surveyed who were familiar with the ADA, those with more education
were more likely to believe the ADA has improved accessibility. There was a weaker
relationship between education and perceptions that the ADA reduced discrimination for
individuals with disabilities.

Findings: Regional differences in knowing someone with a disability and familiarity with
the ADA
Analyses also compared the seven county metropolitan region (Hennepin, Ramsey, Anoka,
Carver, Dakota, Scott, and Washington counties) to outstate Minnesota. These analyses are
more prone to error than the others in this report because area codes reflect region less
accurately for cell phones than for landlines. Residents of the Minneapolis-St. Paul
metropolitan area were marginally less likely to know someone well who has a disability or
chronic health condition than those living in outstate Minnesota (65% vs 73%, respectively).

Regional analyses also indicated that Minnesotans who live in the seven-county metropolitan
area surrounding Minneapolis-St. Paul were more likely to be somewhat or very familiar with
the ADA (69%) than Minnesotans who live outstate (59%).

Looking at Minnesotans who were at least somewhat familiar with the ADA, Minnesotans in
the metropolitan area were more likely to believe that the ADA has improved accessibility for
individuals with disabilities (85%) than outstate Minnesotans (73%), although there were no
regional differences in beliefs about how well the ADA has reduced discrimination (69% of
metropolitan residents compared to 66% of outstate residents).

Findings: Political differences in familiarity with the ADA
There were no differences in familiarity with the ADA across the major political parties in
Minnesota (Democrat, Republican, Libertarian, Green, Tea Party, MN Independence,
Independent, or Minnesotans not involved in politics).
Narrowing the analyses to just Minnesota Democrats and Republicans (the two most common
affiliations) also failed to show differences across political affiliation. Republicans and
Democrats perceived the impact of the ADA similarly: Approximately 80% of Democrats and
75% of Republicans believed that the ADA improved accessibility a fair amount or great deal
for individuals with disabilities. Similarly, 65% of Democrats and 67% of Republicans believed
that the ADA reduced discrimination against individuals with disabilities a fair amount or great
deal.
More Information about the SCSU Survey Center and Fall 2015 Statewide Survey
Major Contributors
As is our practice, the survey was part of several professors’ classes and scholarly research.
Faculty directors:
Drs. Steve Frank, Steven Wagner, and Jim Cottrill (Political Science);
Drs. Sandrine Zerbib and Ann Finan (Sociology);
Dr. Amada Hemmesch Breaker (Psychology);
Dr. John Kulas, a former faculty director (Psychology), also contributed to this project.
Dr. Monica Perez-Gomez (Economics) is on leave.
Students from a variety of majors are also integral to this survey.
Lead Student Directors:

Ms. Megan Kalk, 4th Year Student, Sociology and International Relations Majors, Onamia,
Minnesota.
Ms. Karen Stay, Graduate Student, Cold Spring, Minnesota
Assistant Lead Director:
Ms. Josefina Abdullah, 3rd year Student, Sociology Major, Kuala Lumper, Malaysia.
Student Directors:
Mr. Landry Kabore, 3rd year Student, Polictical Science and International Relations Majors,
Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso.
Mr. Mike Grewatz, 4th year Student, Sociology Major, Duluth, Minnesota.
Ms. Oluwatobi Oluwagbemi, 3rd year Student, International Relations and Women Studies,
Ilorin, Nigeria.
Student Technical Consultant:
Ms. Irina Nishat 3rd year Student, Management Information Systems Major, St Cloud,
Minnesota.
Students from St. Cloud State University completed the calling for the Fall 2015 SCSU
Statewide Survey. The SCSU Survey Center provides opportunities for student directors and
callers get first-hand experience with research. Research experience has been identified as a
high-impact practice for promoting deep learning and developing general and practical skills
(AAC&U, 2013).
Sample Design
The sample was designed to represent all adults (age 18 and older) with a landline or cell phone
in Minnesota. The final sample consists of one land line sample and two cell samples.
Interviewing began using the landline sample and one cell sample. As available cell phone
numbers ran out, a smaller cell sample was ordered and added to the original cell sample.
Samples were compared for duplicates; none was found.
The completed sample consists of 623 interviews. Of the 623 interviews, 277 are landlines and
346 are cell phone numbers. In samples of 623 interviews, the error due to sampling and other
random effects is approximately plus/minus 4.0 percent at the 95 percent confidence level. This
means that if one were to have drawn 20 samples of the adult Minnesota population and
administered the same instrument, it would be expected that the percentages in the sample
findings would differ from the true population percentages by more than 4.0 percent only one
time in twenty. In all sample surveys there are other possible sources of error for which precise
estimates cannot be calculated. These include interviewer and coder error, respondent
misinterpretation, and analysis errors. When analysis is made of sub-samples such as
respondent gender, the sample error may be larger.
The original sample consisted of 2,868 landline and 4,050 cell phone numbers. However, only
2,282 cell phones that were active were drawn. After completing the survey, the total sample

consisted of 623 respondents. In the completed sample, 277 were on landline phones and 346
were on cell phones. The questionnaire consisted of approximately 40 questions.
Several steps were taken to ensure that the telephone sample of adults in the state was
representative of the larger adult state population. Interviewers for landline numbers alternately
asked to speak with oldest and youngest men and women (age at least 18 years old). This
systematic respondent selection technique has been shown to produce samples that closely
mirror the population in terms of age and gender. For cell phone numbers, the interview was
completed with the person of initial contact, provided the contact person was at least 18 years
of age and a Minnesota resident.
As is often the case with survey research, the initial findings were weighted to compensate for
patterns of nonresponse that might bias results. The use of these weights in statistical analysis
approximates the demographic characteristics of the sample with the demographic
characteristics of the Minnesota population. Parameters used for this survey were determined
using the 2012 American Community Survey - 1 Year Estimates provided by the Integrated
Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS-USA) and found at https://usa.ipums.org/usa/ . IPUMS is
composed of microdata which allows us to estimate population distributions across categories
we define. In this year’s survey, only minor weighting was done on two variables (age and
education).

Report on Immigration Survey Questions from the Fall
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April 20, 2015
Introduction

Minnesotans generally see immigration as having a positive effect on the United States, and
support continued immigration to Minnesota. This study was conducted by the St. Cloud State
University Survey Center in Fall 2015.
The St. Cloud State University Survey Center is an ongoing survey research extension of St.
Cloud State University. Each fall, the SCSU Survey conducts a survey of adult Minnesotans
about their perspectives on relevant political and social issues. Among other issues, this year
we asked respondents about immigration policy and their attitudes about specific groups of
immigrants.
Methods and Sampling Error
The Fall 2015 St. Cloud State University Survey findings are based on telephone interviews with
a representative sample of 623 (weighted) adults in Minnesota. The sample included both
landline phones and cell phones. Interviews were conducted from October 12 to October 22,
2015 at the St. Cloud State University Survey Lab. The sample was obtained from Survey Sampling
International (SSI) of Fairfield, Connecticut. The margin of sampling error for the complete set of
weighted data is ±4 percent (at the 95 percent confidence level). The margin of error for subsamples, such as party affiliation, is higher due to a smaller sample size.
This is a brief summary of the methods used in the SCSU Fall Survey. For a complete accounting
of survey methods, survey questionnaire, and related reports, please consult the materials
available on the St. Cloud State University Survey website,
http://www.stcloudstate.edu/scsusurvey/.
Immigration Question Highlights
•
•

•

Over 60% of Minnesotans believe immigrants have a positive or very positive effect on the
United States.
Minnesotans have different levels of acceptance for immigrants of different ethnic groups.
For instance, 55% of Minnesotans support the state continuing to welcome Somali
immigrants, while 80% of Minnesotans support the state continuing to welcome Mexican
immigrants.
There are significant and substantial differences in Minnesotans’ attitudes about
immigrants and immigration between metro and out-state respondents, with metro
residents demonstrating higher level of acceptance of immigrants.

1

•
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There are also important differences between Republican and Democratic respondents,
with Republican respondents indicating less support for immigrants and immigration.

Overall Attitude about immigrants and immigration
Immigration questions 2015

Minnesota attitudes about immigrants, 2015
N = 623
100%

80%

60%

40%

40%
24%

17%

20%

0%

Immigrants have a very Immigrants have a
positive effect on the somewhat positive
United States.
effect on the United
States.

Immigrants have a
somewhat negative
effect on the United
States.

9%

9%

Immigrants have a
strong negative effect
on the United States.

No opinion/Don't
know/Refused

Over 60% of Minnesotans indicate that they believe that immigrants have a positive or very
positive effect on the state, with 26% of respondents indicating that they believe immigrants
have a negative or very negative effect on the state.
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Effect of immigrants on United States, 2015
Minnesota Out-state versus Metro residents
N=623; X2 < 0.001

100.0%
70.5%

80.0%
60.0%

56.1%
34.7%

40.0%

19.6%

20.0%
0.0%

Positive

Negative
Out-State

9.60% 10.00%
Other

Metro

Fifty-six percent of out-state resident respondents indicated they believe immigrants have a
very positive or somewhat positive effect on the United States, as compared to 70.5% of metro
resident respondents.

Effect of immigrants on United States,
Minnesotans by education level, 2015
N=623; X2 < 0.001
100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

Up to a high school
degree

Some years after high
Bachelor Degree
school
Positive
Negative

At least some graduate
education

Eighty-four percent of immigrants or the children of immigrants indicated that they believe the
effect of immigrants on the United States is positive, while 69% of those born in the United
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States believe immigrants have a positive effect on the country (X2 < 0.05). There is no
significant differences found between men’s and women’s perspectives on this question.
Immigrants from different regions
Overall, Minnesotans are supportive
of immigration. However, there are
some differences in how Minnesotans
perceive groups from different
sending countries.

Do you support Minnesota continuing to
welcome Mexican immigrants?
N = 335
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

Over 80% of Minnesotans support
0%
continuing to welcome immigrants
Yes, support
No, oppose
from Mexico to Minnesota. There is a
statistically significant difference among different political parties, with levels of support at 90%
for Democrats, 75% for Republicans
and 82% for third party or
Do you support Minnesota continuing to
welcome Mexican immigrants?
independent voters.
N = 307; X2 < 0.05

100%
50%
0%

Yes, support
Democrat

No, oppose
Republican

Independent

As expected, we found that there is
more support for continued
immigration of Mexicans than of
Somalis, 82% support versus 55%. We
attrubute this to the fact that Somali
immigration is a more recent
phenomenon in Minnesota than
Mexican immigration. However, these
results are also consistent with an
interpretation that race and religion are

Repeating our study from 2014, we
split the sample, asking one half
about their attitudes regarding
Mexican immigrants, and other half
about their attitudes regarding
Somali immigrants. This allows us to
better determine differences in
attitudes about the two groups.

Do you support continuing to welcome Somali
immigrants to Minnesota?
N = 290
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

Yes, support

No, oppose
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also important factors in how immigrants are perceived.

Political affiliation was also an important predictor in how respondents felt about immigration of
different ethnic groups, with Republican respondents indicating lower support for both Mexican and
Somali immigration. Many national studies have found that women tend to have more support for
immigration than do men, however there was no significant difference between genders found in this
study.

Do you support continuing to welcome Somali
immigrants to Minnesota?
N = 290; X2 < 0.001
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

Yes, support

No, oppose

Democrat

Republican

Independent

Support Minnesota continuing to welcome
Somali immgrants, 2015
N = 286, X2 < 0.05

100.00%
80.00%
60.00%
40.00%
20.00%
0.00%

Yes - Support

No - Oppose
Non-metro

Other

Metro

5

Report on Immigration Survey Questions from the Fall
Annual Minnesota Statewide Survey 2015

Policies

Respondents were asked about a variety of policies that have been suggested to decrease or
control immigration. All suggested policies were rejected by a majority of respondents.
However, 85% of respondents did indicate support of one or more strengthened immigration
control, with only 15% of respondents rejecting all policy options presented.

Immigration Policies, 2015
N=623
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Stronger U.S.
presence along
border

Build a wall along Build a wall along
Harsher
Punish those who None of the above
the U.S.-Mexico the U.S.-Canada punishment for
hire
border
border
those who enter undocumented
without
immigrants
documentation
Yes

No

Republicans and Democrats differed significantly on the extent to which they embraced these
policy statements, with significantly more Republicans supporting increased controls or
enforcement of immigration as compared to Democrats.
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Support for various immigration policies, 2015
N Democrat= 262; N Republican = 191
* X2 < 0.01; **X2 < 0.001

100%
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60%
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immigrants**
documentation**

None of the
above**

For additional information, please contact Dr. Sandrine Zerbib or Dr. Ann Finan, St. Cloud
State University.
320-308-1045
sazerbib@stcloudstate.edu
asfinan@stcloudstate.edu

7

11-23-15
St. Cloud State University Survey Annual Fall Statewide Survey
Political Question Release
This is the first of several news releases from the St. Cloud State University Survey Annual
Fall Statewide Survey. This year a major focus of the survey was on issues such as
immigration, climate change, Americans for Disability Act, views toward the police and racial
equality. We also did ask questions relating to direction of the state, party identification,
favorability evaluations of and job approval ranking of various public figures (favorability
ratings –Obama, Clinton, Dayton, Franken, Klobuchar and Trump) and job performance
ratings Obama, Dayton, Franken and Klobuchar. We also did a subsample of MN Democrats
and Republicans regarding their preference for their party’s nominee for President.
As there were no statewide elections this year the survey reduced our “political” sections and
devoted more to our series on immigration questions, environmental issues, the Americans for
Disability Act, and two questions related to police and racial equality. This release

presents MN views on the direction of the state; party identification; favorable
ratings and job approval ratings for some public figures and office holders.
Finally, a smaller subsample covers Democrats-Republicans views on who they
favor for their party’s nomination for President. (Caution-smaller subsamples,
and these are fluid opinions).
Again, as is our practice, the survey was part of several professors’ classes and other faculty
are participants. Faculty directors are Drs. Sandrine Zerbib and Ann Finan in Sociology, Dr.
Amada Hemmesch Breaker (Psychology) and Dr. Nadeesch Lihinkedu Arachchige
(Mathematics and Statistics). Dr. John Kulas a former faculty director (Psychology)
contributed to this project. Dr. Monica Perez-Gomez (Economics) is on leave).
Students from a variety of majors are integral to this survey and are:
Lead Student Directors
Ms. Megan Kalk, 4th Year Student, Sociology and International Relations Majors, Onamia,
Minnesota.
Ms. Karen Stay, Graduate Student, Cold Spring, Minnesota
Assistant Lead Director
Ms. Josefina Abdullah, 3rd year Student, Sociology Major, Kuala Lumper, Malaysia.
Student Directors
Mr. Landry Kabore, 3rd year Student, Polictical Science and International Relations Majors,
Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso.
Mr. Mike Grewatz, 4th year Student, Sociology Major, Duluth, Minnesota.
Ms. Oluwatobi Oluwagbemi, 3rd year Student, International Relations and Women Studies,
Ilorin, Nigeria.
Student Technical Consultant
Ms. Irina Nishat 3rd year Student, Management Information Systems Major, St Cloud,
Minnesota.

Methodology
The fall 2015 St. Cloud State University Survey findings are based on telephone interviews
with a representative sample of 623 (weighted) adults in Minnesota. The sample included
both landline phones and cell phones. Interviews were conducted from October 12 to October
22, 2015 at the St. Cloud State University Survey Lab. The sample was obtained from Survey
Sampling International (SSI) of Fairfield, Connecticut
Sample Design
The sample was designed to represent all adults (age 18 and older) with a landline or cell
phone in Minnesota. The final sample consists of one land line sample and two cell samples.
Interviewing began using the landline sample and one cell sample. As available cell
telephone numbers ran out, a new smaller sample were ordered and added to the original cell
sample. Samples were compared for duplicates; none was found. More methodology detailed
are found in a separate methodology section.
The original landline sample was comprised of 2,884 phone numbers after the initial numbers
(6,500) were drawn and reviewed for nonworking numbers. All sample landline numbers
were released to the interviewers.
The completed sample consists of 623 interviews. Of the 623 interviews, 277 are landlines
and 346 are cell phone numbers. In samples of 623 interviews, the error due to sampling and
other random effects is approximately plus/minus 4.0 percent at the 95 percent confidence
level. This means that if one were to have drawn 20 samples of the adult Minnesota
population and administered the same instrument, it would be expected that the percentages in
the sample findings would differ from the true population percentages by more than 4.0
percent only one time in twenty.
The original sample consisted of 2,868 landline and 4,050 wireless (cell) phone numbers.
However, only 2,282 cell phones that were active were drawn. After completing the survey,
the total sample consisted of 552 (weighted). In the sample, 337 were on landline phones and
215 were on cell phones. The questionnaire consisted of approximately 40 questions.
Several steps were taken to ensure that the telephone sample of adults in the state was
representative of the larger adult state population. Interviewers for landline numbers
alternately asked to speak with men and women, and oldest and youngest person (age at least
18 years old) at the households that were called. This systematic respondent selection
technique has been shown to produce samples that closely mirror the population in terms of
age and gender. For cell phone numbers, the interview was completed with the person of
initial contact, provided the contact person was at least 18 years of age and a Minnesota
resident.
The margin of sampling error for the complete set of weighted data is ±5 percent (at the 95
percent confidence level). In all sample surveys there are other possible sources of error for
which precise estimates cannot be calculated. These include interviewer and coder error,

respondent misinterpretation, and analysis errors. When analysis is made of sub-samples such
as respondent gender, the sample error may be larger.
As is often the case with survey research, the initial findings were weighted to compensate for
patterns of nonresponse that might bias results. The use of these weights in statistical analysis
approximates the demographic characteristics of the sample with the demographic
characteristics of the Minnesota population. Parameters used for this survey were determined
using the 2012 American Community Survey -1 Year Estimates provided by the Integrated
Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS-USA) and found at https://usa.ipums.org/usa/ . IPUMS
is composed of microdata which allows us to estimate population distributions across any
category we define. For instance, we are able to accurately estimate the voting age population
in Minnesota because we can estimate age population distribution at every age level. In this
year survey only minor weighting was done on two variables (age and education).
Findings: Direction of the State
Almost 6 of 10 adult Minnesotans surveyed (58%) think the state heading in the right
direction whereas 25% see it going on the wrong track. This is the highest right direction if
13+ years and much higher than are Americans nationwide. The Real Clear Politics average
of all polls for the last half of October and November show a 29%- right and a 63%s wrong
direction nationwide (http://www.realclearpolitics.com/epolls/other/direction_of_country902.html).
Let's begin by asking a general question about Minnesota. Do you think things in the state are generally going in
the right direction, or do you feel things have gotten off on the wrong track?
1. RIGHT DIRECTION
2. NEUTRAL - [VOLUNTEERED]
3. WRONG TRACK 8. DON'T KNOW 9. REFUSED

THE TABLES ARE FAIRLY RAW FREQUENCY RESULTS FROM SPSS. Generally use
the valid percent column. AND ROUND OFF ALL NUMBERS SO AS NOT TO GVIE A
FALSE SENSE OR PRECISION
: DIRECTION asking a general question about Minnesota. Do you think things in the state

Valid

Missing
Total

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1. RIGHT TRACK

360

57.8

58.0

58.0

2. NEUTRAL [VOLUNTEERED]

71

11.4

11.5

69.5

3. WRONG DIRECTION

158

25.4

25.5

95.0

4 DONT KNOW

31

5.0

5.0

100.0

Total

620

99.6

100.0

5 REFUSED

3

.4

623

100.0

For historical interest, below are the findings from the “right direction-wrong track” question for the past 12 years.

Right
Direction
Neutral
Wrong
Track
Don't
Know

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

38%

48%

50%

46%

41%

46%

42%

43%

26%

26%

35%

46%

53%

14%

8%

8%

9%

9%

11%

12%

9%

12%

14%

9%

11%

13%

42%

36%

36%

39%

44%

37%

39%

44%

56%

55%

48%

38%

28%

6%

8%

6%

6%

6%

6%

7%

4%

6%

5%

8%

5%

5%

We examined differences between self-identified Democrat and Republican respondents.
Democrats (combined Democrat and independents leaning Democrats) were 76% right
direction, while combined Republicans were 47% = right direction. Females were more
positive than males (64% to 51%); while those with lower education (high school education
or less) and lower combined household income before taxes were often 50% right direction or

less compared to those respondents with higher income and college or graduate education
were in the 60% to 70%+ range.
Findings: Political Party Identification
Party identification (combined party and independents feeling closer to a party-and vote
almost identically) were about the same as last fall’s study Last year 34% if MN respondents
identified themselves as Republicans compared to about 32% this year. Democrats 43% in
2014 and 43% this year. We then made a new variable Party 3 in which the those that felt
close to a party (party2) were combined with Party 1.
Do you usually consider yourself to be a Democrat, Republican, Libertarian party member, Green party member, Minnesota
Independence party member, Tea Party, another party, or are you an independent who is not a member of any party?
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1. DEMOCRAT
2. REPUBLICAN
3. LIBERTARIAN
4. GREEN
5. MN INDEPENDENCE PARTY
6. TEA PARTY
7. OTHER PARTY
8. INDEPENDENT, NOT A MEMBER OF ANY PARTY
9. NOT POLITICAL [VOLUNTEERED]
10. DON'T KNOW
11. REFUSED
Q: PARTY2
Although you are an independent, do you usually consider yourself to be closer to the Republicans, Democrats, the
Libertarian Party, the Green Party, the Tea Party, or the Minnesota Independence Party?
1. REPUBLICAN
2. DEMOCRAT
3. LIBERTARIAN
4. GREEN
5. TEA PARTY
6. MN INDEPENDENCE PARTY
7. NOT CLOSE TO ANY PARTY [VOLUNTEERED]
8. DON'T KNOW
9. REFUSED
PARTY3 combined party

Valid

Total

53

8.5

8.7

92.1
94.5

Percent

263

42.1

2. REPUBLICAN

192

30.8

3. LIBERTARIAN

16

2.6

4. GREEN

12

1.9

5. TEA PARTY

10

1.6

6. MN INDEPENDENCE PARTY

14

7. NOT CLOSE TO ANY PARTY
[VOLUNTEERED]
I8 NDEPENDENT

Missing

Cumulative Percent

2.2

Valid Percent
43.2
31.6
2.7
1.9
1.7
2.3

Frequency
1. DEMOCRAT

14

2.3

9 NOT POLITICALLY INVOLVED

23

3.6

10 DONT KNOW

11

1.8

2.4
3.7
1.8

Total

608

97.5

100.0

11 REFUSED

15

2.5

623

100.0

43.2
74.8
77.5
79.4
81.1
83.4

98.2
100.0

FINDINGS: REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC PARTY IDENTIFIERS SELECT
THEIR PARTY’S CHOICE FOR PRESIDENT AT THE TIME OF THIS SURVEY
We asked MN. Republicans and Democrats who they would support as their parties nominees
for president. There are all kinds of qualifiers such as: this is a smaller sample of the larger
sample, so the margin of error could be 7-9% or so. These are very fluid opinions and literally
can change overnight. See Ben Carson’s drop during the week of 11-6 to the present.
We can do breakdowns by age, education, income, some religion (parts of the state later) and
a few more if requested. For the sample of MN Republicans as of several weeks ago, the
findings were Carson (26%) Trump (16%), don’t know (36%) and all the rest 4% or less.
Carson does much better about Evangelical Christians Trump slightly better among
Republican males.
For the Democratic race: Clinton (53%), Sander’s (33%), Biden 7%), and the rest are blips.
Clinton has a sizeable lead over Sanders among MN Democrat females-almost a 2 to 1

advantage. She does slightly better among those with a college or graduate education. Sanders
does a bit better without a religious affiliation.
Q: GOP_PRES
If the Republican primary election were held today, which of the candidates would you support as your party’s nominee for
president? [DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1.
Donald Trump
2.
Ben Carson
3.
Carly Fiorina
4.
Marco Rubio
5.
Jeb Bush
6.
Ted Cruz
7.
John Kasich
8.
Chris Christie
9.
Mike Huckabee
10.
Rand Paul
11.
Rick Santorum
12.
Scott Walker
13.
George Pataki
14.
Bobby Jindal
15.
Lindsey Graham
16.
Other
17.
Don’t plan to vote
18.
Don’t Know / No Opinion
19.
Refused
Q: DEM_PRES
If the Democratic primary election were held today, which of the candidates would you support as your party’s nominee for
president? [DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Hillary Clinton
Bernie Sanders
Joe Biden
Jim Webb
Martin O’Malley
Lincoln Chafee
Other
Don’t plan to vote
Don’t Know / No Opinion

10.

REFUSED

Q: GOP_PRES
If the Republican primary election were held today, which of the candidates would you support as your par

Valid

Missing

Frequency

Percent

1. DONALD TRUMP

29

4.6

2. BEN CARSON

47

7.6

3. CARLY FIORINA

8

1.2

4. MARCO RUBIO

13

2.1

5. JEB BUSH

4

.6

6. TED CRUZ

4

.7

11. JOHN KASICH

4

.6

14. RAND PAUL

2

.3

16. SCOTT WALKER

0

.1

18. BOBBY JINDAL

0

.1

19. LINDSEY GRAHAM

1

.1

7. OTHER

7

1.1

8. DON'T KNOW

66

10.6

Valid Percent
15.6
25.6
4.2
7.2
1.9
2.3
2.0
.9
.2
.2
.4
3.9
35.7

Total

185

29.6

100.0

19 REFUSED

3

.5

10. DON'T PLAN TO VOTE

4

.6

System

431

69.2

Total

438

70.4

623

100.0

Total

Cumulative Percent
15.6
41.2
45.4
52.6
54.5
56.8
58.8
59.7
59.9
60.1
60.4
64.3
100.0

Q: DEM_PRES
If the Democratic primary election were held today,

Valid

Missing

Total

Frequency

Percent

1. HILLARY CLINTON

99

15.9

2. BERNIE SANDERS

61

9.8

3. JOE BIDEN

14

2.2

5. MARTIN O'MALLEY

1

.2

6. LINCOLN CHAFEE

1

.2

7. OTHER

6

.9

8. DON'T KNOW

73

11.7

Valid Percent
39.0
23.9
5.4
.4
.4
2.2
28.6

Total

254

40.8

100.0

9. REFUSED

4

.6

10. DON'T PLAN TO VOTE

5

.8

System

360

57.9

Total

369

59.2

623

100.0

Cumulative Percent
39.0
62.9
68.4
68.8
69.2
71.4
100.0

11.

Findings: Favorable-Unfavorable ratings (Obama, Dayton, Klobuchar, Franken,
Trump, and Clinton)
We explored if the overall opinion of Minnesotans toward Barack Obama, Mark Dayton,
Amy Klobuchar, Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton and Al Franken were very favorable, mostly
favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very unfavorable. Normally very and mostly favorable are
combined into a favorable rating and mostly unfavorable and very unfavorable are combined
into an unfavorable rating.
In order of highest to lowest positive.—(no titles were given) Amy Klobuchar ( 59% positive
and 23% negative; Al Franken ( 55% positive-30% negative; Barack Obama (54% positive
and 43% negative; Mark Dayton (53% positive-and 28% negative); Hillary Clinton (41%
positive and 49% negative); and Donald trump (25% positive and 49% negative).

By party Obama has an 88% Democratic favorability rating and 19% from Republicans,
Dayton (73% D and 39%R), Franken (89% D and 26% R), Klobuchar (73% D and 43% R),
Trump (10% D and 44% R) and Clinton (78% D and 13%R). Generally Democrats do better
among those with a college education or higher. There is a gender gap for most with women
more likely to rate Democrats more favorably. Not all MN women love Donald Trump (males
34% favorable –Females-16% favorable).
Most of these patterns are also found for the job approval ratings. Generally Evangelical
Christians have higher positive feelings for Republicans.
More breakdowns available upon request.
Q: RATEOBAMA
Is your overall opinion of Barack Obama very favorable, mostly favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very unfavorable?
[DAYTON KLOBUCHAR FRANKEN TRUMP CLINTON]
1.
VERY FAVORABLE
2.
MOSTLY FAVORABLE
3.
MOSTLY FAVORABLE
4.
VERY UNFAVORABLE
8.
DON’T KNOW
9.
REFUSED

SOME BREAKDOWNS
Frequency Table
Q: RATEOBAMA
Is your overall opinion of Barack Obama very favorable,

Valid

Missing

Frequency

Percent

1. VERY FAVORABLE

94

15.0

2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE

238

38.2

3. MOSTLY UNFAVORABLE

114

18.3

4. VERY UNFAVORABLE

146

23.4

5 dont now

24

3.9

Valid Percent
15.2
38.7
18.5
23.7
3.9

Total

616

98.8

100.0

6 refused

7

1.2

623

100.0

Total

Cumulative Percent
15.2
53.9
72.4
96.1
100.0

DAYTON How about Mark Dayton?
[IF NEEDED REPEAT: Is your overall opinion of Mark Dayton very favora

Valid

Missing
Total

Frequency

Percent

1. VERY FAVORABLE

87

14.0

2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE

238

38.3

3. MOSTLY UNFAVORABLE

79

12.7

4. VERY UNFAVORABLE

91

14.6

8. DON'T KNOW

118

19.0

Valid Percent
14.2
38.8
12.9
14.8
19.3

Total

614

98.6

100.0

9. REFUSED

9

1.4

623

100.0

Cumulative Percent
14.2
53.1
65.9
80.7
100.0

Q: FRANKEN How about Al Franken? [IF NEEDED REPEAT: Is your overall opinion of Al Franken very favorab

Valid

Missing

Frequency

Percent

1. VERY FAVORABLE

125

20.0

2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE

213

34.2

3. MOSTLY UNFAVORABLE

76

12.2

4. VERY UNFAVORABLE

112

18.0

8. DON'T KNOW

91

14.6

Valid Percent
20.2
34.5
12.3
18.2
14.8

Total

617

99.0

100.0

9. REFUSED

6

1.0

623

100.0

Total

Cumulative Percent
20.2
54.8
67.1
85.2
100.0

Q: KLOBUCHAR How about Amy Klobuchar?
[IF NEEDED REPEAT: Is your opinion of Amy Klobuchar very favorable, most

Valid

Missing

Frequency

Percent

1. VERY FAVORABLE

166

26.6

2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE

177

28.5

3. MOSTLY UNFAVORABLE

72

11.6

4. VERY UNFAVORABLE

69

11.1

8. DON'T KNOW

131

21.0

Valid Percent
26.9
28.8
11.7
11.2
21.3

Total

616

98.8

100.0

9. REFUSED

7

1.2

623

100.0

Total

Q: TRUMP

Cumulative Percent
26.9
55.8
67.5
78.7
100.0

How about Donald Trump?

[IF NEEDED REPEAT:Is your overall opinion of Donald Trump very favor

Valid

Missing

Frequency

Percent

1. VERY FAVORABLE

33

5.4

2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE

120

19.3

3. MOSTLY UNFAVORABLE

117

18.8

4. VERY UNFAVORABLE

288

46.3

8. DON'T KNOW

58

9.3

Valid Percent
5.4
19.5
19.0
46.7
9.4

Total

616

99.0

100.0

9. REFUSED

7

1.0

623

100.0

Total

Cumulative Percent
5.4
24.9
43.9
90.6
100.0

Q: CLINTON How about Hillary Clinton?
[IF NEEDED REPEAT: ;Is your overall opinion of Hillary Clinton ve

Valid

Missing
Total

Frequency

Percent

1. VERY FAVORABLE

81

13.0

2. MOSTLY FAVORABLE

191

30.6

3. MOSTLY UNFAVORABLE

134

21.6

4. VERY UNFAVORABLE

165

26.5

8. DON'T KNOW

45

7.2

Valid Percent
13.1
31.0
21.8
26.8
7.3

Total

616

98.8

100.0

9. REFUSED

7

1.2

623

100.0

Cumulative Percent
13.1
44.1
65.9
92.7
100.0

Bar Chart

FINDINGS: JOB PERFORMANCE RATINGS [OBAMA DAYTON
KLOBUCHAR FRANKEN ]
Now we have a few questions on the performance of some political leaders currently in office. How would you rate the
overall performance of Barack Obama as President? Would you rate his performance as excellent, pretty good, only fair or
poor? [DO NOT READ RESPONSES]
1.
EXCELLENT
2.
PRETTY GOOD
3.
ONLY FAIR
4.
POOR
8.
DON’T KNOW
9.
REFUSED

Frequency Table
Q: RATEBAMA Now we have a few questions on the performance

Valid

Missing

Frequency

Percent

1. EXCELLENT

84

13.6

2. PRETTY GOOD

197

31.7

3. ONLY FAIR

149

23.9

4. POOR

181

29.1

8. DON'T KNOW

6

1.0

Valid Percent
13.7
31.9
24.1
29.3
1.0

Total

618

99.3

100.0

9. REFUSED

5

.7

623

100.0

Total

Cumulative Percent
13.7
45.6
69.7
99.0
100.0

Q: JOBDAYTON How about Mark Dayton?
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES UNLESS ASKED TO REPEAT QUESTION: Is your ove

Valid

Missing

Frequency

Percent

1. EXCELLENT

77

12.3

2. PRETTY GOOD

204

32.7

3. ONLY FAIR

160

25.6

4. POOR

101

16.2

8. DON'T KNOW

74

11.9

Valid Percent
12.4
33.1
26.0
16.4
12.1

Total

615

98.7

100.0

9. REFUSED

8

1.3

623

100.0

Total

Cumulative Percent
12.4
45.6
71.5
87.9
100.0

: JOBFRANKEN How about Al Franken?
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES UNLESS ASKED TO REPEAT QUESTION: Is your o

Valid

Missing

Frequency

Percent

1. EXCELLENT

92

14.7

2. PRETTY GOOD

209

33.6

3. ONLY FAIR

121

19.3

4. POOR

108

17.3

8. DON'T KNOW

87

13.9

Valid Percent
14.9
33.9
19.6
17.5
14.1

Total

616

98.9

100.0

9. REFUSED

7

1.1

623

100.0

Total

Cumulative Percent
14.9
48.8
68.4
85.9
100.0

Q: JOBKLOBUCHA How about Amy Klobuchar
[DO NOT READ RESPONSES UNLESS ASKED TO REPEAT QUESTION:

Valid

Missing
Total

Frequency

Percent

1. EXCELLENT

139

22.2

2. PRETTY GOOD

170

27.3

3. ONLY FAIR

124

19.9

4. POOR

78

12.5

8. DON'T KNOW

106

16.9

Valid Percent
22.5
27.6
20.1
12.7
17.1

Total

617

99.0

100.0

9. REFUSED

6

1.0

623

100.0

Cumulative Percent
22.5
50.1
70.2
82.9
100.0

Bar Chart

